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Charlotte Cotmty

Public Transpbrtatiou Options

Overview
Tecllllical Memorandum No. 5 draws on all of the information presented in the previous technical
memoranda (and tlieresul~ of the community workshops describ,ed in this teclul.ical memorandum)
and presents a set of options for providing public transportation service in Charlotte County. Basic
cost estimates for each option are provided. Additional infonnation relating to implementation of
service for the option selected by the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda Metropolitan Planning
Organization will be included in the final Transit Development Plan.
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Community Workshops
Public input is a vital component in developing options for the Charlotte CoW1ty Transit
Development Plan (TOP). To comply with the requirements of the Public Involvement Plan
developed for the TOP, the Center for Urban Transportation Research (CUTR) conducted three
community workshops to present findings to date on the project process and to elicit public
comments regarding the mobility needs of the local community. The workshops were advertised
in the February 24, 1996, Sarasota Herald-Tribune Charlotte and Englewood AM Editions. Two
additional public service announcements were run on February 18 and March 7, 1996. Flyers were
mailed to approximately !50 concerned citizellS, public agencies, and other interest groups on the
mailing Jist maintained by CUTR. Workshops were held on the following dates.
•
•
•

February 26, 1996
February 26, 1996
March 7, 1996

West County/Englewood Joseph Tringali CommW1ity Center.
South CoW1ty/Punta Gorda Public Library.
Mid-County/Charlotte County Administration Center in Murdock.

At each workshop, CUTR presented an overview of the TOP process, the draft public transportation
goals, and the poiential options for providi~ public transportation in Charlotte County. This
information was presented to inform the attendants of existing resources and to elicit feedback from
the community members. Following the presentation, participants were invited to give their ideas
and opinions regarding public traru;portation and mobility needs in Charlotte County. To obtain the
greatest possible response, a brief survey (prepared by the MPO) was circulated among the.audience
members. Participants were encouraged to take copies of the survey to distribute at other meetings.
Most of the workshops yielded similar results, with a perception of community need for some kind
of expanded availability of public transportation setvices for the transit dependent. At the same time
considerable concern was expressed relating to the potential expense of providing public
transportation. It also was generally agreed that the need is for smaller transit vehicles and more
personalized service, not large transit-type vehicles found in large cities. These comments generally
reflect the goals endorsed by the various committees and described in Technical Memorandum No.

3.
The following sections present summaries of the public input from each workshop. This input was
incorporated into the goals developed to address the needs of the transit dependent in Charlotte
CoW1ty.
Technical Memorandum No. S
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West County
The West Cowtty workshop was held at 10:00 a .m., Monday, February 26, 1996 at the Joseph
Tringali Community Center. Only four people attended this meeting perhaps, in part, because
another meeting on MSBU funding issues was scheduled opposite the public transportation
workshop.
The predominant comments were that public transportation is not a big interest in West County.
Most people have cars and would not use a transit system. However, it is possible that people would
use a bus for longer trips to Port Charlotte or to dinner shows in Venice. Larger buses are not
suitable for the West County area; smaller buses would be preferable. To attract ddcrs, service
should be marketed to the generd.l public, and the buses should be painted artractively on the outside
(e.g., the painted buses used to generate advertising revenue by HARTline in Tampa, Lynx in
Orlando, and Space Coast Area Transit in Brevard County).
Most said public transit should target those people who are dependent on public transportation or
other people for trips, but should not duplicate public transportation services that are already
available. In addition, shuttles might be appropriate to transport people from Englewood Beach to
the beach at Manasota Key, which has poor access and limited parking. The citizen comments also
included a concern for the Jack of sidewalks in the community. It was stated that sidewalks are
essential to the community and the newly widened road (S.R. 776) should have merchant crossings
at major shopping centers to make it safer to cross the street.

South County
The South County workshop was held at 7:00p.m., Monday, February 26, 1996, at the Punta Gorda
Public Library. The workshop was scheduled as partofCounty Commissioner Cuntmings' regularly
scheduled Town Hall meeting. Twenty-four persons attended the meeting.
There was a general consensus that residents oppose large buses and t!!at city-type transit is not
appealing to the community. Instead, incremental change would make more sense. For example,
public transit should start with the current available paratransit services, with an expansion of that
service to accommodate more people. In addition, more effort should be made to transport children
to various activities using school buses. Those who attended the meeting commented that the trolley
Page4
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service is not working well and that it is aimed e.t the tourist market, not the transit dependent
population.
One person suggested that the best way to provide public trangportation would be to subsidize
taxicabs to take persons to grocery stores or doctors' offices. Concern, however, also was expressed
that taxicabs are not all perceived as safe and that regulations might be needed to ensure passenger
safety. There also was a concern about personal safety, with gpecific reference to a lack of sidewalks
that would make bus stops along major roads unsafe. Suggested routes for fixed-route buses
included serving destinations along U.S. 41, from Punta Gorda to Town Center Mall or other
destinations in the Murdock area. Other suggestions included providing service at night, as was
developing a feeder bus service to provide access to a main bus route, such as along U.S. 41.
A big concern of the residents attending the meeting was fmancing a public transit system. Current
transportation disadvantaged (TD) service is used by a few, but paid for by all. Also, for the next
three years, the penny sales tax collected locally is obligated to pay for construction of the new
County Courthouse. During the presentation CUTR and MPO staff explained that there are federal
and state public lrll;llSPOrtation funds earmarked for Charlotte County, although the County does not
use them now. The audience generally agreed that if federal and state ftmds were available, the
County should consider taking advantage of those fund·s oi anoth~r locality would use these funds
(which are generated by Charlotte County taxpayers). Another suggestion was to issue tax-free
bonds or to have the private sector involved in supporting the system.
Those attending generally agreed that there are unmet transportation needs for people who cannot
drive or pay for transportation. Also, it was stated that the Cowtty has not kept the public well
informed about what is available within the community (i.e., the Charlotte County Transit
Department (CCTD) TD transportation program). To make public b:ansportation work, there should
be changes in zoning to create a community layout that is more favorable for fixed-route service.
In the short term, the system should expand incrementally and adopt new teclmology that will make
public transit feasible and efficient. For exampl.e, a "computer commuter" can rotate scheduling
automatically and coordinate service vehicles better. In any case, the County should take one step
at a time, starting with a small system. If it works well, then the service could be expanded. -
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Mid-County
The Mid-County workshop was held at 10:00 a.m., Thursday, March 7, 1996, at the Coun ty
Administration Center in Murdock. Twelve people attended the meeting This workshop was
attended primarily by persons who are transit advocates or agency representatives.
One concern expressed at the Mid-County meeting was that the transportation needs of the transit
dependent seem to be met already through current TD service and an expansion of the TD system
would create a duplication of services. However, many others disagreed strongly and s tated that
the needs of many persons who are transit dependent are not being met because they do not qualify
under the TD program criteria and, further, that certain trips do not qualify under the trip priorities
set by the CTC. For example, some people can use the current system to go to the doctor, but cannot
use it to go to the store or social activities because of the trip priority system that is used (i.e.,
priority is given to medical; nutrition and group shopping trips; education and training; and
employment trip purposes). Other social service agency representatives agreed and stated that
people call their agencies everyday asking about public transportation service because they are not
eligible for the TD paratransit service.
There also were concerns expressed that if the current system were open to the general public that
the demand would overwhelm the system.

Survey Results
During the workshops the MPO distributed a survey to gather additional information about the
perceived need for public transportation (see Appendix A). Twenty-four surveys were retumed at
the meetings; however, a large number of surveys were taken and distributed to other community
groups, totaling 126 to date. The survey results from the commu!lity workshops were generally
consistent with the telephone survey and interviews conducted during the course of this research (see
Technical Memomndum No. 1). The survey asked six questions relating to public transportation.
The survey results from those received to date are summarized below. (Question No. I asked for
individuals' zip codes.)
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No. 2. Currently Charlotte County has a public transportation system which is only available to
individuals that do not have access to a vehicle and are low-income, elderly or disabled
Charlotte County should:
• 49 percent said the County should create a new public transportation system
• 40 percent said the County should expand the existing transportation service to all citizens
• 6 percent said do nothing
• 5 percent did not answer

No. 3. To help pay for bus service, what do you feel would be a fair charge for a one-way bus trip?
• 40 percent said the fare should be SO cents
• 37 percent of the respondents said the fare should be $1.00
• 13 percent said the fare should be other than the choices offered
• 6 percent said the fare·should be 25 cents
• 4 percent did not answer

No.4. What type of buses do you see on our streets?
• 60 percent said small buses should be used
• 17 percent said trolley-style buses should be used
• 9 percent.said big buses should be used
• 6 percent said other
• 4 percent said small and big buses should be used
• 2 percent said no buses should be used
• 2 percent did not answer

No. 5. As a revenue source, should advertising be placed on the outside ofbuses?
• 81 percent said yes
• 7 percent said it depends
• 6 percent said no
• 6 percent said other or did not answer

No. 6. To meet the needs ofthe community, bus service should:
• 44 percent said service should be a combination of fixed schedule & dial-a-ride
• 41 percent said service should be on a fixed schedule (passing or stopping at a certain
location regularly)
• 9 percent said service should be like a dial-a-ride program (call to schedule a pick up time)
• 6 percent said bus service is not needed
Based on the survey results, most respondents (89 percent) support development of additional public
transportation service, whether it is in addition to the existing door-to-door paratransit service
Technical Memorandum No. 5
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offered by the CCTD or a new system. Most respondents (77 percent) said the fare should be 50
cents or $1.00. More than half (60 percent) think that small buses should be used to provide service,
and a large majority (81 percent) said that advertising should be painted on the outside of the buses
to generate additional revenue. Most respondents think the service should be a combination of fixed·
route and dial-a-ride service (44 percent) or operated on a fixed schedule (41 percent).
This information and the information documented in the previous four Technical Memoranda have
been used to refine the options for public transportation, which are described in the next section.
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Public Transportation Options
This section describes the public transportation options CUTR developed for consideration by the
MPO.
In addition to the community workshops described in the previous section, a series of meetings was
conducted during February and March 1996 to acquaint various MPO advisory committees with the
goals and objectives outlined in Technical Memorandum No.3, to describe the results of the demand
forecast and needs study documented in Technical Memorandum No. 4, and to seek input on the
general options developed and presented at the community workshops described in the previous
section. The meetings are listed below:
•
•
•
•
•

February 1, 1996
March 7, 1996
March 13, 1996
March 27, 1996
March 27, 1996

TDP Transit Review Committee (TRC)
TRC
TD Coordinating Board
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC)
Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC)IrR.C (joint meeting)

In addition, CUTR staff updated the MPO at its February 12, 1996, meeting. During February, the
TRC had a major role in development of the draft goals and objectives, which were refined and
presented in March.

.
All four committees have unanimously endorsed the draft goals and objectives. Further, all of the
committees end9rsed either Option 2 or Option 3, or a combination of Option 2 and Option 3. The
four basic options are:
• Option 1
• Option2
• Option 3
• Option4

No expansion of existing paratransit service.
Expansion of paratransit service to general public Dial-a-Ride.
Provision of minimal' fixed-route service and ADA complementary
paratransit.
Provision of traditional fixed-route service and ADA complementary
paratransit.

Based on input received from the various advisory committees, Option 3 has been further refined
into two Options (3A and 3B), with different implementation schedules. Table 1 summarizes the
options, which are described after the table.

Technical Memorandum No. 5
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Table 1
Charlotte County TDP

Summary of Public Transportation Options
Years .l c5

'l'otal Ne.l i'

Capital:&; :
9perating

Expen·ses; ~
•

Option I

0

Option 2

4 Paratransit

..•• <

0

$0

$0

$0

3

$98,161

$2,322,540

$1,578,960

•

(64%used)
Option 3A
Option 38

4 Paratransit
3 Fixed-Route

5

4 Paratransit

5

$544,416

8 Paratransit
9 Fixed-Route

$2,202,369

(72%used)
$385,666

3 Fixed-Route

Option 4

$2,322,540

$2,322,540
(75%

15

$2,873,911

$2,139,025

used)

$2,322,540

$4,705,382

(79% used)

Note: The projected costs are for o.ne scenario under each option. Further study of the selected option
will yield varying costs.

Option 1: No Expansion of Existing Paratransit Service
Under this option, existing paratransit service would not be expanded; therefore, there would be no
additional costs to the existing system. This option would not take advantage of capital and
operating assistance available through Federal Section 9 and State Block Grant Funds, which have
been earmarked tor the Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte Urbanized Area.
Tilis option would result in no increase in service or cost for the TD transportation system currently
operated by CCTD (see Technical Memorandum No.4 for a description of that service). The locus
of this option would be to improve on the cWTent system of providing transportation for the senior
citizens, persons with disabilities, children-at-risk, and others who qualify to use transportation under
specific social service programs or the Florida Commission for the Transportation Disadvantaged
criteria, with no additional resources.

P•geJO
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Expenses and Revenues
This option would require no additional funding. It also does not take advantage of $464,508 in
federaVstate operating and capital funds earmarked for Charlotte County to provide public
transportation in the urbanized area of the county.
Issues
Based on the analysis presented in Technical Memorandum No. 4, the current TO paratransit service
is not meeting the needs ofpersons who are transportation disadvantaged in Charlotte County. The
syst.em serves approximately 5,000 individuals and provided approximately 103,000 trips in FY
1995. Trips are prioritized to serve medical appointments, nutrition sites, education and training,
and grocery shopping. The system limits trips to other dcsrinations such as to social and recreational
sites. Clearly, the do-nothing approach does not address the pressing need for public transportation
for those who are transit dependent.

.

This option is contrarY to the perceived need for additional public transportation resources expressed
by the vast majori~ of persons contacted during the course of this study. Given that current service
meets less than half of the projected demand for paratransit service for persons who are
transportation disadvantaged (see Technical Memorandum No. 4). For example, in FY 1996,
149,019 trips (including trips coordinated/provided by CCTD and those provided by other agencies
that have coordination agreements with CCTD) are p!'Ojectcd to be provided as part of the coordinate
transportation system, yet the projected demand for paratransit service is estimated to be 314,236,
more than twice the number provided.

Option 2: Expansion ofPar atransit Service to General Public Dial-a-Ride
Under this option, existing door-to-door paratransit service would be expanded to accepl requests
for service from the general public (this type of system is sometimes called "dial-a-ride''). Four new
vehicles would be added to the existing fleet (including one spare). This option takes advantage of
federal and state public tr<II!SPOrtation funding. A fare would be charged for the Dial-a-rude service.
The service could be administered by CCTD, with vehicles operated by the County or by private
contractors. A modest fare could be charged (perhaps $1.00) to help offset the cost for service and·

Teclmlct~l Memorandum No.
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to attach a value to the service. This amount also matches the $!.00 co-pay required for Medicaid
trips.
This option would build upon existing paratransit service and expand this service to the general
public, particularly to those who are "transit dependent." The definition of transit dependent is more
inclusive than the definition of transportation disadvantaged, which is currently used as the criteria
for service with CCTD. In addition, the service currently provided by CCTD maintains trip
priorities for its clients; those that use the service, for example, those who use the TO service for
doctors' appointments may not be able to use it for shopping or social activities. Under an expanded
paratransit system these trip priorities would be expanded to include more trips.

Expenses and Revenues
Capital expenses cover the cost of purchasing vehicles and related equipment, such as fareboxes and
radios, as well as computer scheduling software aod hardware. Table 2a shows the projected cost
of Option 2 for a five-year period. The first part of the table shows the projected capital expenditures
($252,000 in Year. One). In Year One, four new lift-equipped. small paratransit buses would be
purchased for $50,500 each ($202,000). Each vehicle would be equipped with a fare box and radio;
computer scheduling software and hardware also would be purchased in Year One (for a projected
cost of $50,000). Replacement vehicles shown in Years Two through Five would replace existing
paratransit fleet vehicles, which are aging.
Table 2a also shows projected operating costs for this option, including three additional drivers, a
clerk accountant, and dispatcher. A line item also is included to indicate the cost of other operating
expenses such a~ insurance, parts, fuel, lubricants, etc. In Year One, the estimated operating expense
for the new service is $162,365. Projections for Years Two through Five are included.
Table 2b shows projected capital and operating revenues for the same period. Federal and state
revenues will pay for 90 percent of the capital expense, up to $273,065. As can be seen in Table 2b,
the projected capital revenue required in Year One is $252,000; the 90 percent federal and state share
is $226,800; the I 0 percent local share is $25,200. The projected revenues for Years Two through
Five are shown in Table 2b.
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. Tlible 2ll

Option 2: Cripital & Operating Expenses

Vehicles
(5% inflation)

$202,000

$106,050

$111,353

$116,920

$122,766

Other Capital Expenses
(5% inflation)
- radios
- scheduling software/
hardware
- farebox

$50,000

$4,200

$4,410

$4,631

$4,862

Total Capital Expenses

$252,000

$110,250

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628

Labor & Fringe Benefits
(2.5% inflation)

$130,309

$133,567

$136,906

$140,329

$143,837

Other Operating Expenses
(2% inflation)

$32,056

$32,697

$33,351

$34,018

$34,698

Total Operating Expenses

$162,365

$166,264

$170,257

$174,347

$178,535

Year 1:
Years 2-5:
Year 1-5:

Replacement vehicles are for current fleet replacement
Operating expenses are for new service only and do not include operating
expenses for existing service.
Four new paratransit vehicles (including one spare) at $50,500 each.
Radios and fareboxes for each vehicle, and scheduling software and
hardware.
Two replacement paratransit vehicles.
Radios and fareboxes for each replacement vehicle.
Labor and Fringe for three additional drivers, one accountant/clerk, and one
dispatcher.
Other operating expenses for vehicle and equipment repair, fuels and
and
for new vehicles.

Federal and stale revenues will pay for 75 percent of the operating expenses, up to $191,443. As can
be seen in Table 2b, the projected operating revenue required in Year One is $212,365; the 75
percent federal and state share is $159,274. The 25 percent local share is composed of two parts:
$50,000 in existing local funds, which are available to use as a match for the federal and state funds,
and $3,091 in new local funds required to complete the $53,091 total local match required.
1Cclmica/ Memorandum No. 5
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Table2b
Option 2: Capital & Operating Revenues
.ea.rt
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ea.Pital
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Section 9 & State Block Grant
New Local Match
Total Capital Revenue
Note:

~

'>
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'~->

Section 9 Operating Assistance
& State Block Grant
Existing Local Match
New L~l Match
Total Operating Revenues
Notes:

'>

"';!"-~"""'. ~.6.

·-¢

jY
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¥ci~5 '
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$226,800

$99,225

$104,187

$109,396

$1 14,865

$25,200

$11,025

$11 ,576

$12,155

$12,763

$252,000

$110,250

$115,763

$121,551

S127,628

Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for capital
expense is $273,065; Charlotte County must provide a 10% match for capital
assistance. The Federal/State share is projected to remain static.
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$159,274

$162,198

$165,193

$168,260

""·"'"-"'"
$17 1,401

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$3,091

$4,066

$5,064

$6,087

$7, 134

$212,365

$216,264

$220,257

$224,347

$228,535

""'-'" ~...

~19<<

Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for
operating expense is $191,443; Charlotte County must provide a 25% match for
operating assistance. Tlie Federal/State share is projected to remain static.
Charlotte County has $50,000 of local funds available to leverage for the additional
funds available from the federal and state operating assistance. Therefore, the total
operating expense is shown to be $50,000 greater than the actual operating expense.
For example, Year I, the Total Operating Expense includes $162,365 from Table 2a
plus the additional $50,000 of existing local funds used to match the federal and state
operating funds. Thus, Charlotte County would be required to put up an additional
$3,091 in Ycar I for op<:rating reYenue, in addition to the local share for capital
reYenue of $25,200.

Therefore, the total new local match for operating and capital revenue in Year One would be
$28,291.
Not included in Table 2b is the potential for farebox revenue to offset a pot1ion of the local revenue
share. A fare could be charged for approximately balf of the trips currently provided by CCTD; and
another 15,000 annual trips could be provided under Option 2 with the additional vehicles.
Therefore, a modest fare of$1.00 could generate farebox revenue from $35,000 to $50,000 annually.
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Issues

Option 2 was endorsed by the TD Coordinating Board. The Transit Advisory Committee endorsed
this option with the intention oflooking at Option3 in three years. The Citi7..en Advisory Conunittee
and the Transit Review Committee voted to pursue fw1her study of both Option 2 and Option 3.
Increased paratransit service under Option 2 could provide an additional 15,000 trips per year. The
current system provides approximately I03,000 trips per year. Therefore, this would be a 15 percent
increase in service. In addition, trip priorities would be expanded to include more trips such as
shopping and social activities; and service would be expanded to include the transit dependent, not
just those who are transportation disadvantaged, according to Chapter 327 F.S.
This option, however, could have the potential to overwhelm the current TD system. Approximately
15,000 additional nips could be provided, but service would also be opened up to the general public.

Opening eligibility and trip priorities may overwhelm the system with latent demand.
The overall cost to.Charlotte County over the five-year period, in this option, is relatively small. As .,
shown in Table I, over the five-year period new local money required is $98,1 61 out of a total ':
.
operating and capital expense of $ 1,578,960. The balance of expenses is covered by federal and
states assistance earmarked for the Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte Urbanized Area

Option3A:

Provision of Minimal Fixed-Route Service and ADA
Complementary Paratransit

Under this option, minimal fixed-route service using two small buses would be added to serve the
Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte urbanized area; existing door-to-door paratransit service also would be
expanded by three vehicles to meet the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) requirement
for complementary paratransit service. Fixed-route service would target those areas that are most
likely to generate trips (i.e., areas with contraction of persons who are transit dependent and in areas
already generating trips through the existing CTC paratransit program). The paratransit service
would be open to the general public only in areas that did not have fixed-route service. A modest
fare would be charged for service, perhaps $0.75 to $1.00 for fixed-route service and $1.50 to $2.00
for demand-response service. Fixed-route trips could be fw1her discounted for seniors, persons with
disabilities, and children.
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Expenses and Revenues
Capital expenses cover the cost of purchasing vehicles and related equipment, such as fareboxes and
radios, as well as computer scheduling software and hardware. Table 3a shows th.e projected cost
of Option 3A for a five-year start-up period. The first part oftbe table shows the projected capital
expenditures ($483,000 in Year One). In Year One, three new lift-equipped small buses would be
purchased for $75,000 each and four lift-equipped vans would be purchased for $50,500 each (for
a total of $427 ,000). Each vehicle would be equipped with a farebox and radio; computer scheduling
software and hardware also would be purchased in Year One (for a projected cost of $56,098).
Replacement vehicles shown in Years Two through Five would replace existing paratransit fleet
vehicles, which are aging.
Table 3a also shows projected operating costs for this option, including five additional drivers, a
clerk accountant, and dispatcher. A line item also is included to indicate the cost of other operating
expenses such as insurance, parts, fttel, lubricants, etc. In Year One, the estimated operating expense
for the new service is $237,259. Projections for Years Two through Five are included .
Table 3b shows projected capital and operating revenues for the same period. Federal and state
revenues will pay for 90 percent of the capital expense, up to $273, 065. As can be seen in Table
3b, the projected capital revenue required in Year One is $287 ,259; the 90 percent federal and state
share is $273,065; the local share is $209,935. The projected revenues for Years Two through Five
are shown in. Table 3b.
Federal and state revenues will pay for 75 percent of the operating expenses, up to $191,443. As can
be seen in Table 3b, the projected operating revenue required in Year One is $237,259; the federal
and state share is $191,443. The 25 percent local share is composed of two parts: $50,000 in
existing local funds, which are available to use as a match for the federal and state ftmds, and
$45,816 in new local ftmds required to complete the $95,816 total local match required.
Therefore, the total new Joeal match for operating and capital revenue in Year One would be
$255,751.
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Table 3a
Option 3A: Capital & Operating Expenses

$427,000

$106,050

$111,353

$116,920

$122,766

Other Capital Expenses
(5% inflation)
-radios
- scheduling software/
hardware
- farebox

$56,000

$4,200

$4,410

$4,631

$4,862

Total Capital Expenses

$483,000

$110,250

S115,763

$121,551

$127,628

Vehicles
(5% ioflation)

Labor & Fringe Benefits
(2.5% inflation)

$18 1,161

$185,690

$.190,332

$195,090

$199,968

Other Operating Expenses
(2% inflation)

$56,098

$57,220

$58,364

$59,532

$60,722

Total Operating Expenses

$237,259

$242,910

$248,696

$254,622

$260,690

Year!:

Year 2-5:
Year 1-5:

Three new fixed-route buses (including one spare) at $75,000 each
and four new paratransit vehicles (including one spare) at $50,500
each.
Radios and fareboxes for each vehicle, and scheduling software and
hardware.
Two replacement paratransit vehicles.
Radios and fareboxes for each replacement vehicle.
Labor and Fringe for additional five drivers, one accountant clerk,
and one dispatcher.
Other operating expenses of vehicle and equipment repair, fuels and
and
for new vehicles.

Issues
The Transit Advisory Committee endorsed reviewing Option 3A in three years, after focusing on
Option 2. The Citizen Advisory Committee and the Transit Review Committee endorsed both
Option 2 and Option 3A based on these options receiving more detailed analysis.
TeclmiChl Memor01zdum No. 5
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Table3b
Option 3A: Capital and Operating Revenues
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$209,935
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$11,576

$12,155

$12,763

Total Capital Revenues

$483,000

Sl10,250

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628
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Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for capital
expense is $273,065; Charlotte County must provide a I 0% match for capital
assistance. The Federal/State share is projected to remain static.
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$191,443

$ 191,443

$191,443

$191,443

$191,443

Existing Local Match

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

New Local Match

$45,816

$5 1,467

$57,253

$63,179

$69,247

$287,259

$292,910

$298,696

$204,622

$310,690

Total Operating Revenues
Notes:

Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for
operating expense is $191,443; Charlotte County must pro~ide a 25% match for
operating assistance. The Federal/State share is projected to remain static.
Charlotte County has $50,000 oflocal funds available to leverage for the additional
funds available from the federal and state operating assistance. Therefore, the total
operating expense is shown to be $50,000 greater than the actual operating expense.
For example, Year I, the Total Operating Expense includes $237,259 from Table Ja
plus the additional $50,000 of existing local funds used to match the federal and state
operating funds. Thus, Charlotte County would be required to put up an additional
$45,816 in Year J, in addition to the $209,935 in capital funds.

Option 3A would focus general public service on the fixed-route system with maintaining the
paratransit system for the transportation disadvantaged and persons qualified under the ADA
Similar to Option 2, Option 3A could provide approximately 15,000 new trips per year with the
additional paratransit vehicles. The ne_w fixed-route transit vehicles could provide approximately
20,000 additional trips. The combined additional annual trips could total 35,000, thereby increasing
service by 34 percent (The current system provides approximately 103,000 trips per year.)
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As shown in Table I, over the five-year period new local money required, under this option, is

S544,416 out of a total operating and capitai exi;e..;se of $2,202,369. T he balance of expenses is
covered by federal and states assistance earmarked for the Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte Urbanized
Area. However, this scenario 1mder this option does not utilize the maximum available federal and
state assistance for Charlotte County. Under this scenario all new vehicles for fixed-route and
paratransit services would be purchased in Year One. As shown in Table 3b, federal and state
assistance for capital expenses reach the ceiling of$273,065 in Year One. This situation along with
input from the TAC, CAC and TRC prompted an analysis of another scenario (Option 3B). This
alternate scen.ario, presented as Option 3B, phases in the purchase of new vehicles in order to better
utilize the available federal and state assistance. This option is explained in the next section.

Option 3B:

Phase-in of Minimal Fixed-Route Service and ADA
Complementary Para transit

Option 3B is a phased implementation of Option 3A. Instead of providing both fixed-route and
paratransit service during the initial year of service, Option 3B is a phased implementation beginning
with expanded paratransit service in Year One with establishment of fixed-route service in the
second year of OpCration. Paratransit would be offered to the general public in all areas of Charlotte
County in Year One, but would be reStricted to people in areas not served by fixed-route service
from Year Two forward.
A major advantage of phasing service implementation as suggested in Option 3B is that it allows the
County to take advantage of additional federal and state funds, and reduces the local match required
for capital by $ 160,480 during the ,first two years.

Expenses and Revenues
Capital expenses cover the cost of purchasing vehicles and related equipment, such as fareboxes and
radios, as well as computer scheduling software and hardware. Table 4a shows the projected cost
of Option 3B for a five-year start-up period. The first part of the table shows the projected capital
expenditures ($252,000 in Year One). In Year One, four lift-equipped VailS would be purchased for
$50,500 each (total of $202,000). Each vehicle would be equipped with a farebox and radio;
computer scheduling software and hardware also would be purchased in Year One (for a projected
cost of $56,098 in Year One). Replacement vehicles shown in Years Two through Five would
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replace existing paratransit fleet vehicles, which arc aging. In Year Two, three small fixed-route
buses would be added for $78,750 each; the total capital expenses for year Two would be $352,800.
Table 4a also shows projected operating costs for this option, including five additional drivers, a
clerk accountant, and dispatcher. A line item also is included to indicate the cost of other operating
expenses such as insurance, parts, fuel, lubricants, etc. In Year One, the estimated operating expense
for the new service is $162,365. Projections for Years Two through Five are included.
Table 4b shows projected capital and operating revenues for the same period. Federal and state
revenues will pay for 90 percent of the capital expense, up to $273, 065. As can be seen in Table
4b, the projected capital revenue required in Year One is $252,000; the 90 percent federal and state
share is $226,800; the local share is $25,200. The projected revenues for Years Two through Five
are shown in Table 4b.
Federal and state revenues will pay for 75 percent of the operating expenses, up to $191,443. As can
be seen in Table 4b, the projected operating revenue required in Year One is $212,365; the federal
and state share is .$159,274. The 25 percent local share is .composed of two parts: $50,000 in
existing local funds, which are available to u"se as a ma\ch for the federal and state funds, and $3,091
in new local funds required to complete the $53,091 total local match required.
Therefore, the total new local match for operating and capital revenue in Year One would be
$28,291.
Issues
Option 3B evolved out of the input and suggestion of the TRC, CAC, and TAC. The CAC and TRC
endorsed Options 2 and 3A with consideration of the two options in more detail with specific
emphasis on revenue options. Option 3B could be considered a combination of Option 2 and Option
3A.
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Table 4a

Option 3B: ·Capitlll & Operating Expenses

Vehicles
(5% inflation)
Other Capital Expenses
(5% inflation)
-radios
- scheduling software/
hardware
- farebox
Total Capital Expenses

Labor & Fringe Benefits
(2.5% inflation)

$202,000

$342,300

$ 111,353

$116,920

$122,766

$50,000

$10,500

$4,410

$4,631

$4,862

$252,000

$352,800

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628

$130,309

$185,690

$190,332

$195,090

$199,968

Other Operating Expenses
(2% inflation)

$32,056

$57,220

$58,364

$59,532

$60,722

Total Operating Expenses

$162,365

$242,910

~,696

$254,622

$260,690

Year!:
Year 2:
Year 3-5
Year l-5:

Four new paratransit vehicles (including one spare) at $50,500 each.
Radios and fareboxes for each vehicle, and scheduling software and
hardware.
Three new fixed-route buses at $78,750 each. Two replacement
paratransit vehicles.
Radios and fareboxes for each replacement vehicle.
Two replacement paratransit vehicles.
Radios and fareboxes for each replacement vehicle.
Labor and Fringe for additional drivers (three in Year I and five in
Years 2-5), one accountant clerk, and one dispatcher.
Other operating expenses of vehicle and equipment repair, fuels and
and
for new vehicles.
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Table 4b
Option 3B: Capit al and Operating Revenues
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$226,800

$273,065

$104, 187

$109,396

$114,865

$25,200

$79,735

$11,576

$12, 155

$12,763

S252,000

$352,800

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628

Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for capital
expense is $273,065; Charlotte County must provide a I0% match for capital
assistance. The FederaUState share is projected to remain static .
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$159,274

$19 1,443

$191,443

$ 19 1,443

$191,443

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$50,000

$ 50,000

$3,091

$51,467

$57,253

$63, 179

$69,247

$212,365

$292,910

$298,696

$204,622

S310,690

State Block Grant

Existing Local Match
New Local Match
Total Operating Revenues
Notes:

'

Total Federa.l Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for
operating expense is $191,443; Charlotte County mu~t provide a 25% match for
operating assistance. The FedcraVState share is projected to remain static.
Charlotte County has $50,000 of local funds available to leverage for the additional
funds available from the federal and state operating assistance. Therefore, the total
operating expense is shown to be $50,000 greater than the actual operating expense.
for example, Year I, the Total Operating Expense includes $162,365 from Table 4a
plus the additional $50,000 of existing local funds used to match the federal and state
operating funds. Thus, Charlotte County would be required to put up an additional
$3,091 in Year l in addition to the $25,200 for capital funds.

Option 3B would focus general public service on the fixed-route system, while maintaining the
paratransit system for the transpiration disadvantaged and persons qualified under ADA. Similar
to Option 2, Option 3B could provide 15,000 new trips per year with the additional paratransit
vehicles. The new transit or fixed-route vehicles could provide approximately 20,000 additional
trips. The combined additional annual trips could total 35,000, thereby increasing service by 34
percent. (fhe current system provides approximately 103,000 trips per year.)
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As shown in Table l, over the five-year period new loeal money required, under this option, is
$385,666, out of a total operating and ca~Hilf~x~erise of $2-,139,025. The balance of expenses is
covered by federal and states assistance earmarked for the Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte Urbanized
Area. Option 3B uses available federal and state assistance for Charlotte Cotmty more effectively

than Option 3A by phasing the purchase of new vehicles.

Option 4: Provision of Traditional Fixed-Route Service and ADA
Complementary Para transit
Under this option, over a two-year period, fixed-route service using eight medium-duty buses would
be added to serve the urbanized area; existing door-to-door paratransit service also would be
expanded by seven vehicles to meet the ADA requirement for complementary paratransit service.
Routes would be laid out along primary travel corridors (e.g., U.S. 41, S.R. 776, and U.S. 17) to
serve major trip generators within Charlotte County. A modest fare would be charged for service,
perhaps $0.75 to $1.00 for fixed-route service and $1.50 to $2.00 for demand-response service. This
option is similar to the recommendation made in 1?81 for Charlotte County after a public
transportation study.
Expenses and Revenues
Capital expenses cover the cost of purchasing vehicles and related equipment, such as fareboxes and
radios, as well as computer scheduling software and hardware. Table Sa shows the projected cps!
of Option Four for a five-year start-up period. The first part of the table shows the projected capital
expenditures ($620,000 in Year One). In Year One, four new lift-equipped small buses would be
•
purchased for $90,000 each and four lift-equipped vans would be purchased for $50,500 each (total
of $562,000). Each vehicle would be equipped with a farebox and radio; computer scheduling
software and hardware also would be purchased in Year One (for a projected cost of $58,000).
Replacement vehicles shown in Years Two through Five would replace existing paratransit vehicles,
which are aging.
Table Sa also shows projected operating costs for this option, including additional drivers, a clerk
accountant, and dispatcher. A 'line item also is included to indicate the cost of other operating
expenses such as insurance, parts, fuel, lubricants, etc. In Year One, the estimated operating expense
for the new service is $294,309. Projections for Years Two through Five arc included.
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Table Sa
Option 4: Capital & Operating Expenses

Cap~i Expe_.11~es t:; ;~')5i >:Y.ear>~~f 'A'e.a~z.j.; ~;Yea~ 3.· U) Y~;'_;,4•,

Years

Vehicles
(5% inflation)

$562,000

$790,650

$116,920

$116,920

$122,766

Other Capital Expenses
(5% inflation)
-radios
·scheduling software/
hardware
- farebox

$58,000

$23,100

$4,410

$4,631

$4,862

Total Capital Expenses

$620,000

$813,750

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628

'<

Labor & Fringe Benefits
(2.5% inflation)

,..

'

·: 'Ye.ar.<!::
·
. ...
.

Year
5
'

$214,309

$477,967

$489,925

$502,1 74

$5 14,729

Other Operating Expenses
(2% inflation)

$80,000

$153,000

$156,060

$ 159,181

$162,365

Total Operating Expenses

$294,309

$630,967

$642,985

$661,355

S677,094

Tot~t¥xp;~ifs,e~'l'~\:'; "' ~~<;I ·· $9t4,J09' 1!si£144;717. :~7s8;i18 . ;; s7~_2;9o6~
Year !:
Year 2:
Years 2-5:
Year 1·5:

$804;722

Four new fixed-route buses (including one spare) at $90,000 each and four
new paratransit vehicles (including one spare) at $50,500 each. Radios and
fareboxes for each vehicle, and scheduling software and hardware.
Five new fixed· route buses and four new paratransit vehicles; radios and
fare boxes for each vehicle.
Two replacement vehicles; radi.os and fareboxes for each vehicle.
Labor and Fringe for additional drivers, one accountant clerk, and one
dispatcher.
Other operating expenses of vehicle and equipment repair, fuels and
lubricants, and depreciation for new vehicles.

Table 5b shows projected capital and operating revenues for the same period. Federal and state
revenues will pay for 90 percent of the capital expense, up to $273, 065. As can be seen in Table
4b, the projected capital revenue required in Year One is $620,000; !he federal and state share is
$273,065; the local share is $346,935. The projected revenues for Years Two through Five are
shown in Table 5b.
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Table5b
Option 4: Optrating·Expenses and Revenue

Section 9 & State Block
Grant

$273,065

$273,065

$ 104,187

$109,396

$114,865

New Local Match

$346,935

$540,681

$11,576

$12,155

$12,763

Total Capital Revenues

$620,000

$813,750

$115,763

$121,551

$127,628

Note: Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for capital expense
is $273,065; Charlotte County must provide a J0% match for capital assistance. The
FederaVState share is projected to remain static.

Section 9 Operating
Assistance & State Block
Grant

$191,443

$191,443

$191,443

$191,443

$191,443

New Local Match

$102,866

$439,524

$451,542

$469,912

$485,651

Total Operating

$294,309

$630,967

S642,985

$661,355

$677,094

Revenues
Notes:

Total Federal Section 9 & State Block Grant allocated to Charlotte County for
operating expense is $191,443; Charlotte County must provide a 25% match for
assistance. The FederaVState share is
to remain static.

Federal and state revenues will pay for 75 percent of the operating expenses, up to $191,443. As can
be seen in Table 4b, the projected operating revenue required in Year One is $294,309; the federal
and state share is $191,443. The local share is $102,866 in Year One.
Therefore, the total local share for capital and operating revenue is $449,801 in Year 1.
Issues
Option 4 was not endorsed by the advisory committees.
As shown in Table 1, over the five-year period new local money required under this option is
$2,873,609, out of a total operating and capital expense of $4,705,402. The balance of expenses is
covered by federal and states assistance earmarked for the Punta Gorda-Port Charlotte Urbanized
Area.
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Summary
The purpose of this technical memorandum was to present a set of options for providing public
transportation service in Charlotte County based on all information presented in the previous
technical memoranda and the results of three community workshops.
Community workshops were held to elicit public comments regarding the mobility needs of the local
community and potential options for meeting those needs. Comments from these workshops were
incorporated into the potential options.
The five options presented in this document are:
• Option 1
• Option2
• Option3A
• Option 3B
• Option4 .

No expansion of existing paratransit service ("do nothing").
Expansion of paratransit service to general pubLic Dial-a-Ride.
Provision of minimal fixed-route service and ADA complementary
paratransit.
Phase-in ofminimal fixed-route service and ADA complementary paratransit.
Provision of traditional fixed-route service and ADA complementary
paratransit.

Options I, 2, 3A, and 4 were presented to the TD Coordinating Board, the Citizens Advisocy
Committee, the Transportation Advisocy Committee, and the TOP Transit Review Committee.
Option 2 was endorsed by the TD Coordinating Board. The Transit Advisory Committee endorsed
looking at Option 3A in three years, after focusing on Option 2. The Citizens Advisocy Committee
and the Transit Review Committee endorsed both Option 2 and Option 3A, based on these options
receiving more detailed analysis.
In response to the suggestions of the advisocy committees, Option 3B was developed in order to
synthesize characteristics of Option 2 and Option 3A, and to take better advantage of available
federal and state assistance earmarked for Charlotte County.
The Transit Development Plan Document, including a five-year plan, will be completed following
the forwarding of a public transportation option (or options) by the Charlotte County-Punta Gorda

MPO.
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Adoption of the fmal TOP by the MPO does not commit Charlotte County to establishing an
expanded transit system. lnslead, it allows the County to be eligible for federal Section 9 and state
transit block grant funds. Adoption of the TOP provides Charlotte County with more options, not
fewer.
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CHARLOTTE COUNTY
FrvE- YEAR TRANSIT DEVELOPMENT PLAN
COMMUNITY WORKSHOP
The Charlotte County-Punta Gorda Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) is developing the first
Transit Development Plan for Charlotte County. A transit development plan is a 5-year plan that
describes the vision for public transportation along with an assessment of transit needs and a staged
implementation program. We need your help in determining how to meet our growing transportation
demands. Please help us by completing this survey.
1.

What is your Zip Code? _ _ _ _ _

2.

Currently, Charlotte County bas a public transportation system which is only
available to individuals that do not have access to a vehicle and are low-income, elderly
or disabled. Charlotte County Should: (L Only one)
_ expand the existing tran.sportation service to all citizens.
_create a new public transportation system.
__do nothing.

3.

To help pay for bus service, what do you feel would be a fair charge for a one-way bus
trip? (L Only one)
25¢
50¢ _$1.00
Other:. _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __

4.

What type of buses do you see on our streets? (L Only one)
_Small Buses (Larger then a van but smaller than 25 feet)
Big Buses (40 foot vehicles like in Tampa and Orlando)
Trolley~Style Buses
Other: _ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _ _ _ _ __ _

5.

As a revenue source, should advertising be placed on the outside of buses? (L Only one)
_Yes _ No _Depends _ Oiher: _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __

6.

To meet the needs of the community, bus service should: (L Only one)
_ be on a f'txed schedule. (Passing or stopping at a certain location regularly)
_be like a dial-a-ride program. (Call to schedule a pick-up time)
be a combination of fixed schedule & dial-a-ride.
__not exist. (Bus service is not needed)

7.

How can we make sure a public transportation system will work best in Charlotte County?
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